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‘AN iNTRODUC:,!ION TO ASSESSMENT AND DESIGN IN
. BILINGUAL PROGRAM EVALUATION* = .

-~ - . | -

INTRODUCTION"

A~

This paper offers genéﬁgl‘information on three:basic consid-

) LY ) i A: o v . N Xy \ v

erations in bilingual program eVal?ation:v,aifffsmeng, evaluation
B I 3 o

3

design, and data analysis. By-assessment is méant thé full range\(

of infprmaFionfthat'might be used - o‘make-decisions,about a bilin-
‘ H e "

. gual progitam, including‘whaﬁ it ‘accomplishes for its students as

well as the procedures it follows to achieve these goals. Covered
g - . ’ " . ) ‘ .
are measures of student performance and measures of program proc-=

’

esses, such as interviews and. observations. A Brief examination
of ‘major . designs. used ‘in bilingual program evaluation will be

made, focusing on the three or four d%§igns‘;hat seem to be most

At}

- . \ N . . X .
~useful and feasible in a bilingual program setting. .Bgsic Aissues

will be:raised concerning questions an evaluation, might try to an--

swer, information that might be collected to answer them, and ana-
L lytic tech?igues appropriate -to the particular questions asked and

" data collected.

»

These remarks. have two purposes: (1) for the internél evalqr,-

_.ator of a bilingual program, especially for monitoring and improv=-

*

. ing the ptogram while in.opefatibn; and”(2)ffor the staff of a

. . -
. ~ . ¢

*Phis ' paper was presented at the Title VII Bilingua;'Educatioh

- Management. Institute, Los Angeles, California, March “¥0-April 1,

. / 0
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bilingual program who want an. external evaluation thgﬁ ‘is techni—
/
-cally sound as well as\appropriate within the particular program S

constraints. This .second. concern involves asking the right kinds
. - . ‘

of questions oyer the use of a certain kind of measure, design, or
means of analysis. . =~ - o . > s

' The procedures td be discussed belonq to a series of training

v

' workshops déveloped at the Uhivers1ty of California,lLos Angeles
Cdnter for the StudY‘of'Evaluation (csﬁ) over,the last few years.

Each of the techniques, desxgns, "and procedures is covered in de-

tail in one or more of these workshops. -The broader rathnale be-~
hind these workshops ‘and the suggestions in this paper have been

discussed in ah earlier article (Burry, 1979)

o . o - om .
0?\ o _ BACKGROUND»CONCERNS
¥ . 4 . o
-

"General Problems in the Evaluation of Bilingual Programs

Evaluations rarely provxde the most useful informatuon about
. what bilingual programs" are like orlthe.range of,opthmes and lev-
iel of success they achieve. Amoththegreasohs for this‘failure
are the\following: . L- , - ; : f’ (
i 1. \Tﬂose oafied upoh to evaluate bilihgual programs, though
well versed. in the general area of educational evaluation, may be
unfamiliar w1th the particular.needs and characteristics of b;lln-%
gual education. -*; y ':-"
b N 2. Evaluations of bilingual programs frequently provide only
generalhdescriptions ofvthe nature and;Eontent of the programs;’

such information is of limited use to decision makers. .

\




whether a bilingual rsgram actuallj‘exists or what lt needs to . r
7 accomplish makes 1tﬁ‘§1fflcult to establish valid criteria. for '{ :
‘ , R

‘what it would have'been had they remained in a regularr monolin-

‘methqdological problems of participant selection are likely to ob-

{ .«
~ . .

" 3. Diversities among bilin:ual programs are great, and'the'
extent to. which these differences are related to differential
development across programs is'still questionabler (Agreement is
needed on such basic’ assumptions as what constitutes a. nunimum‘
biIingual education and the kinds of\achievement gains and othern

outcomes to be expected of a particular progra‘ A‘ttempting to

4

measure the effects of a.bilingual preogram without determlngrg

2

determin}ng success or failure.) . .

v 4, Even assuming the development of valid criteria, evalua—

tors must .still explore the rélationships among instructional "\\
- \ . -
strategies, implementation techniques,*and program outcomes.
~
S. A shortage of adequate instruments for the assessment of

students of non- and ‘limited English proficiency (NEP/LEP),exf

iStS. ' } ‘ ‘ +

‘e

6. A problem exists over designs appropriate to the evalua-
tion of bilingual programsi The fundamental questions regarding
Ehese programs has been to determine whethé\ the \scholastic‘
achievement of students in bilingual programs,jegu\alsk or excels

v

o

gual course._ Two factors greatly hinder the generation of reli-
able findings: (a) bilingual programs are intended to prov1de ad-{

eéuate education for a broad range of NEP/LEP students, and {(b)

[ . o

A . — . .-

scure pEogram results.

K

-
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The . above comments form the background for the three’ most
R ‘ . k)
difficult problems in bilingual education \evaluation. First,

-

there is much disagreement Bver what eualuatbon-isTand how'it is
done. Second, there is - much debatetover whativlllngual educatlon
is and how a blllngual program is planned and operated locally.ﬁ
Thlrd, the nature of bilingual education;. in terms of wh&ch stu-

dents it should reach and help, creates-problém;\}h methodology, -

.especially in the areas of‘aésessment_and design.- | ‘ s

X +
l

An Approach to Evaluation )

‘the né%d to:

- Lo . N Ry
Followxng current evaluation practlce, many blllngual program
evaluations- appear gu1ded by an approach that relates the’ methods
of evaluatlon with those’ of researchﬂ Thls paper will dliilngulsh

LS

between evaluatlon and researéh. This distinotion %Eﬁimportant,

far beyond questlons of toplc of 1nterest or technlques employed,

1nvolv1ng fundamental differences ln the klnd of. lnformatlon
generated” how it is generated, and its intended uses. Cronbach-

3Pd Suppes (1969), in -their d1séuss1on of modes of 1nqu1ry, ‘cite

Y L , o i‘\.\’\,
: : . ' .
. : ' . . :
...distinguish - decision-oriented froms
conclusion-oriented investigations. In a.
decision-oriented study the lnvestlgator is
asked to  provide, information wanted by a.
dec1s1on—ﬁhker. school administrator, a
governmental policymaker, the mdnager of a
progect...or the 1ike. The decision-oriented '
study is a commissjioned study._ The degision= -\
maker believes that he needs information to }
" guide his actions and he poses the question to ™\
S the investigator. . The conclusion-owiented
study, on the other hand, takes its direction
: fr " the investigator's commitments and
‘ ~ hunches. The educational decision-ma can,
at most, arouse the investigator's int%fgst in
a problem. The latter formulates his own

v

Co .
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question,..usually a general one rather than a _
questlon about a particular institution. The . o
- € - aim is to conceptudlize ‘and understand the :

‘ . * chosen phenomenon; a particular finding is.

' only a means to that end. (pp. 20-21) °

,) " , In light of 'this d1st1nctlon, evaluatlon can(\e categorlzeq.

u b
S as decision-oriented and research as conclusion-oriented study.

i

Evaluatlon differs from research intended to produce results of

general s1gn1f1cance- egaluatlon, with its dec1$1on or1entatlon,

o

grmm At a specific p01nt in t1me. It differs from conclusionh-
Y . 1

or1ented research in the reasons for conductlng the work,,the con-
L]

stra1nts imposed by the rnstltutlonal settlng, and the 1ntended,

h o
use of the 1nformatlon generateda Evaluatlon should generate in-

s \

formation that»will lead to dEc1s1onstabout educatlonal questlons

14

and probleﬁs within a partlcular setting. R o L.

The decis1on orientation toward evaluatlon con51ders both the
" manner -and the times at whlchw evaluations mlght be con-

\gducted: ‘1t points‘ out "ph“ases ‘in the deve'lopment' ’of a program

dur1ng which varlous aud1ences mlght effectlvely use cred1ble in-

<

e formation. <¥&._ does npot assume there is a s1ngle approach to

evalnation, wikh is universally a rqpriate. Rather, the ap--

\

proach to evaluation is guided by the k1nd of bilingual program to
N . ®
be evaluated, the context or settlng in wh1ch it operates, and the

.real-world constralnts with wh1ch the program staff must work.

Th d1st1nctlon between researclqand evaluatlon should not be‘-

interpreted to mean th§t research and evaluation are mutually ex-
clus1ve categorles. Evaluations oftem employ research methodology

-to enhance the generallzablllty of the1r f1nd1ngs.' Further, many

N

'\

- is intended to provide results’ relevant for a particnlar; pro-»f

*A

3




evaluatlons include some research questlons. For e&ample, hypoth-

eses regard1ng the relatlonshlp betWeen certain aspects of the

unstructlonal program and student outcomes may be tested.

’ -

may encompasg research and is a somewhat broader

‘Evaluaf

’ tion, thus,,

Bath, are complementary

’

world of ;he evaluatlon of b111ngua1

/activity than classic‘research, however,
4act1v1t;es- 1n the complex

programs, there is room “for sbth pursu1ts."

Flom the "above distinction between research and evaluation,
the Center for the Study of Evaluati‘x has deflned evaluatloz as
. the process of selectang, collecting, and 1nterpret1ng 1nformatlon'
for the purpose of. keeplng varlous aud1ences 1nformed about a pro-—
gram.
"decisions.

The dec1s1ons needed to be madefa§g§;~a~ﬁlllngual ‘pro-

gram ‘depend on the program S stage of development. Creatlng a b1-
'llngual program can be v1ewed as occurrlng in fd?r phases.

‘Needs assessment. The first Phase id the cycle of pr0gram

'development is needs assessment, duang wh1ch the need for the

a

program is established.”

det®rmine the range of English-language proficiencies’ that exist.
This information will determine tﬁe most appropriate kind ‘of bi-
lingual program to meet students' needs. This phase will also in-

clude eﬁaluating the gurrounding context in which the program -will
~ N\

andfstaff quallflcatlons.
g

for the program,
\The second phase in program development is .

Program plannlng.

program planning. Here teachers, parents and other commun;ty mem-

bers, curriculum ekperts,_and others plan a p?bgram to meet the
‘ ,

. : i
. \ N ‘ . ‘ 4 . LI N '[
v ) . [ Lk ' . .

-t

i}

have Eo,operate,pe.'g., parental and community attitudes, support-

.Usually these audiences will use . the information to make.”

In this phase students are assessed toﬁ\\\
-
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'reporting. s -

‘program is’ be}*

uation thab-asks»»

<]

N ‘ ' - R '
<,~ ' . ‘ 7 "I '," ‘ " v . - . ‘, .,( ' 47'

¥

’h1gh— rlorlty' gdals " determlned by the ‘needs assessment. Plans -

s
‘should also. be made for evaluatlon of the- pr0gram at this t1me,

-~

., including cons1deratlon "of | the measdres to be used, the most

appropriate evaluation design,. and means; of analysis and
v . @ y ¢ . -
! R R

The flrst two phases are concerned with establlshlng the pro— s

gram's goals. A needs assessment sets goal prlorltles, program

- $ , ,
pPlanning descéribes the program to reach these goals and_how the

4

program WLli be evaluated. Implicit‘ln *this model‘is one pre-— -

scrlptlon about how evaluatlons should proceed, that is, thev
should address’ the goals andhprocesses of -the partlcular progran
being: evaluated, The evaluator should look flrsx at the goals

and processes of the partlcular bilingual program and then design
Fo N

.an evaluatlon approprlate to that set of goals and program)broc—

-

-

esses. ure the w1£95t use of the 1nformat10n gathered, both

for people in ‘the p\ogr and for aud1ences external” to it, the

evaluator should' alsf-~ylan to 'descrihe and document the

R <

. program s fea;;}es ﬁ'(j? i {leration. _ S T
S 4> ' o g '
Formatlv - evalk Formative evaluation requires col-
e J
lect1ng and s ng 1$uz‘matlon for program 1mprovement.' While a

gram @lannersi d'staff w1th’1mplementatlon 1nformatlon to help
iy

§djust and 1mpro%
b

know Whether or qf the program is effectlve- but these questlons

Y ' !
cannot be answered mmedlately., They must awa1t a summatlve eval-
»

'ut the program's overall value: and effect,

,While‘the ﬁ%othm develops,'the evaludkor should provide, a™

Lo
. »

. Al . ’
A . :
. N J
[ . . N ' ’ .
, s
s
. : ..
.
.

it. Eventually, .of course, peoplé%w1ll want tot

'iiplementation. information. This infor-.

v
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mation can be used to decide if the program ne: ds'togbe modified

ve. -
.

and/or to check that students are progress1ng. _ : , ‘

/ . : . s ~r

. Sumhative evaluation.; ‘Summative evaluatioi examineﬁ thedpro-

gram's total impact. After its developmental Stage afd when-func-"

-~ : : . .

>

tioning ‘as’ intended, the" program *is ready to. be-B;immar‘ily de-

%scr}bed and»perhapsqiudged. .This summary evaluatipn,'the kind of"’

{ . : ° A g - .t
evaluation typically conducted, -will include a program description
and an estimation'of its effect on student outcomes.l' ’
ImP}ICIt in the four ppases of program development and evalu-

4
ation is the  notion of program documentation, Documentation

QE;B;aingual programs is;a crucial actﬂvity. It adds to the'evale

uation component an element that fully deseribes the bilingual
’ ' :’[ ’ ) ® 3 R - ~'v‘

practices followed in'the program and thgsi\events‘and processes

’

that interacted to achieve outcomes. This documentation;should

describe the program s crucial features and be cons1dered an inte—

gral part of program operation and evaluation. If worthwhile re-

7
sults .are found in a program, it may be worth maintaining to test

its future effects and to hglp others assess its relevance in a
-

new setting. Thus, simpjle statement of outcome ang estimation of

effect is not adequate to fully demonstrate program achievements.
1

Negded | is a thorough description that, in con]unction with state—v

[

ments of outcome,_will ddcument the interactions of process and-

-

‘events that constituted the program. ' ‘

o‘l

The approach to evaluation described above permits conSidera—

: tion of a broad range of important concerns- context characteqs;

istics unﬂi_as class Sizek school/district features; and the

©

X.
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program's time " frame; input characteristics such  as student
- RS
age, linguistic backgroupd, ability, and attitude; implementa=-

tion characteristics such as program features -and:_need f3r

improvement;. and outcomes, including both antic[pated | and
‘unanticipated effects. It focuses . data collection where program
V;effects are most likely to occur and gathers a nide variety bf
‘informatlon, both process and outcome. - Above all, it attenpts to

provide credible and useful ‘information for a broad range of eduJ

. cational decisions.

.

The Nature of Bilingual Education

-~
©

(v . - What bilingual.educatidn is, or should be, depends on who you
ask.-Some feel that pilingual‘education sifould be transitional;
othere feel it should be.maintenance. CultUralﬂ psychological,

- soeial,'politieal;-and educational issues must be-consideredt :ba—
, P

sic issues of language dominance versus language‘proficlency and

differing theories of learning, development, language acquisition,
. ‘ a

and linguistics.

Four hajor kinds of bilingual programs exist:

Type I, Tran51t10nal Bilingual, allows pupils to. adjust to
school and/or subject matter until English skills are developed.
In this k1nd of program, language development is the objective.

'; n ; Type II, Monollteral Bilingual, works to develop both 1lan-
| guages for aural/oral skills but doesn't include lrteracy skllls
é% the nat1ve language. This kind of program develops fluency in

the native language and is a compromlse between 1anguage shlft and

language malntenance.




o | - 10 .

-

-

s ' Type III, Partial Bilingualism, aims for fluency and literacy in

both ldnguages, but literacy _in the native language-is restricted
w -

to certain subject matters.* This kind of program emphasizes lan-

= .
.guage and c¢ultural maintenance.

‘ ", Type IV, Full Blllnguallsm, develops skills in both 1lan-
guages. This kind of program is dlrected at development and main-
% tenance of the native language. : '
fﬂ - Given tnese differences in' program -Int%ntion, \ihe overall7 )
evaluation and procedures it follows should be appropriare to the

-

nature and purposes of the program'being e&aluabed. ) j\
. .

Methodology Problems in De51gn and Testlng

The - minimum requlrements for Tltle VII bas1c programs as
amended by the regulations. published in the Federal Register,
Match 29,,1979, include: \ B oy

1. The .evaluation should assess project progress in achiev- .
ing its Title VII objectives in Qi; components. .
2. Evalnation'of pupil achievement should prodee.for some
comparison ofvperformance on'reading skills in English
and in the native language, with ‘an estimate of what per- /'
formance would have been in the absence of the program. |
Comparisons may be based on local, regional, or national
s v'norms on standardlzed tests; on historical data; or on
Ty achievement scores of a coﬁahrlson or control group. The

limitations of such comparlsons must be recognized in

. data analysis and_interpretation.

- * 4
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3. Instruments to evaluate student performance ﬁshould 'be
described, as "should the rationale for their selection
.and procedures for use.

4, Pre- and posttest results should be reported on all par-

7.

ticipating students (and comparlson stddents, if. used)
using means, - standard dev1atlons, and appropr1ate tests
of statistical significance.

5. _ Proce%pres should. be established for determining when
students no longer need assistance in developing English
prof1c1ency; this includes an 1nd1viduai evaluatlon of
eaCh student enrolled in the program for;two years to

" determine if the student should remain ‘in the program.

A major cons1deratlon in plann1ng a b111ngua1 program evalua;,
tion is to consider the establishment of an appropr1ate standard
of'comparison and the selectlon or development of measures appro-
pr1ate to the des1red means of {comparison. These decisions should
be influenced by the particular program's features and relevant
federal, state, and local requlrements., while becoming familiar
with the pro?ram, the evaluator must keep in mind the: basxc re-

quirements of an accepeghle evaluatlon and the des19n and testing

-issues associated with them.

Fe%eral requlations that provide for transitional biiingual

‘programs call for comparisons based on local, regional, or nation-

al norms; on historical data; or on achievement scores of a com-
parison or control‘group. It .,is generally impossible to establish

a control group to provide a close estimate of how well studentsg

-would have done without the program. However, the evaluator
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y\\\ o . , g _ ‘

,assessed\by achievement measures,

‘dence of a program's successS.

12

should attempt to make the best estimate avallable Wlthln the par-

ticular program S constraints, noting any limitations stemming

from the comparison used as the éstimate's basis. » o

~

Once the standard o{\fomparison has been established, tests

and other measures'appropriate to that type of comparison can be’

selected or developed. Tests, whether selected or developed,

should possess acceptable technical properties and match the prosi
gram's curriculum and the M%nguage of instruction. Given the ?6 -
rent limitations of both norm-referenced and criterion—reference;y
tests, and. because all'aspects of a bilingual project cannot be,
a broad data 'base should be —
developed. This base may ‘rely on. standardized and criterion—‘
referenced tests as well as other measurement techniques such as

questionnaires and observations. A broad data base,

4

in addition .

to serving the need of. program documentationp may belpito allevi-

" ate some of the‘more troublesome problems discussed<below.

LY

In general, program evaluations/are conducted to prov1de evi-

They try to answer the basic ques-—

)

tion, "Did the students in bilingual programs achieve as well of

3

f they had remained in a regular, unilingual pro—

better thad\i

gram?”

®

As mentioned earlier, two factors.pose design problems for
T (1)

students, and (2) the methodological problems of participant se-

evaluating bilingual programs: the broa5¢range of NEP/LEP

ad

-

lection.
Many designs = have ‘beenﬂlproposed based on cdmparison_
. . ' o : _ ‘ v
groups. Yet bilingual programs can rarely be.studied experimen-

t
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rd

- tal}y because leglslatlon or program adm1nlstrators may prohibit

-

w1thhold1ng b111ngual serv1ces from students ent1tlea to them.

=

Because of legal and‘ethlcal con51deratlons, students who m1ght

benefit from blllngual services cannot be randomly a551gned to a‘*
/

non-treatment comparison group. Further, blllngual programs do

not consist of a single isolated treatment that can be evaluated

experimentally. Many employ multiple'compensatory efforts that

overlap, so student progress might be due to any combination of-.

’ )
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these trea‘ments.

For thase reasons¢ evaluatlons frequently use other than ran-yf

( - dom1zed controlled experlmlntal de51gns. Since these nonexperlef
mental/éomparlsons are confounded in various ways, rellable base—

line data will prov1de 1nformatlon that helps the evaluator deter—n

_ » mine whether or not a. program has sxgnlflcantly affected student : \\g

performance. Gather1ng baseline data regulres collect1ng 1nforma— '

tion prior .tof the-‘program s implementation }and wcomparlng ‘that'

. data to the program'slresults.' ?or example, it may bé hecessary-
to consider sources of student abillty differences. Issues_to_ex-

4plore include the . student'S'initial«linguistic,status/>the period,

‘ in the student's development in whlch the second language lS 1n—
\ troduced; and ‘the length of t1me the student has been in the pro-

gram. Such factors could either. be controlled when evaluat1ng

program impact_or examlned as .to the effect they have on the b1—

\lkngual studené s educatlon.
Initial language dominance and/or proficiency must be consid- -
ered when evaluating a program's effects. Language dominance and

profiéfency are oftkn the primary criteria for selecting students

»7 . . & L
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to participate in bilingual\programs. . In addition to its applica-

i - N\ . .
tion in student placement, initial diagnosis’ of language skill is

also important for understanding test relevance and 1nterpretation

of subsequent test performance. Prev1ous bilingual eval@ations

have revealed that the‘continuum of relative fluency in both Eng-

lish &nd the native language can be extremely large among hilin-
'gual program students. Thus, proper deneralizability about'the

students served depends on an approximate account of the hetero-

geneity of the dual lang:(je skills present in programs. By con-

:trasting‘similar languag groups, it may be(pos51ble to provxde

much more detailed information about- progxgm effect. By estimat-
ing students educhtional gains in terms of their particular lin-;

‘guistic groups, the gain derived is also likély ‘to" be -more .

-

reliable.
AN

o , s
The appropriate time-for introduttion. of a second language,

of reading, and the length of time students~will be in a programf

4

s 4
before final assessment are issues that may demand longitudinal_

v

(more than a one- or t year time span) evaluation. Longitudinal
13 ‘-

_studies are critical to determining how two languages should be

used within an entire program currlculum and.what ageg/are most

conducive to language learning and ‘achievement. Because of the

A

number of variables involved, bilingual program evaluation should

be based on: (1) multiple guestions (not just whether students
educationally'benefited more by program' participation as oppos.ed

to remaining in reqular classes); and (2) multiple.analytic de-

. signs anther than the traditional cross-sectional design associ-
\ hh .,
ated'with end-of-year summ tive evaluations).

. )
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Beyond the questlon of desngn, lack of adequate instruments
»

{for the assessment of NEP/LEP students presents another problem
X

‘for evaluators., Much has been said about the 1nadequacy of stanf

dardlzed tests for assessment 1bf culturally and llngulstlcally
different students. These'llmltatlons are magnlfled when norms
are used, since NEP/LEP students are generally underrepresented in
the field testing and norming sampleqand separate norms for, these
groups are not available.v Moreover, even when adequatayfield'
testlng\has been conducted among NEP/hEP students, the poss1ble
linguistic and cultural biases -of many standardlzed instruments
undermlne their wvalidity and rellablllty. The problems are»par—'
ticularly acute with respect-to English llanguage meaSures,‘but‘are
often equally'pervasive in instruments that are simply trdnsla-

% , o
tions from English-language versions.

age of technically sound instruments

There is a serious sho

that e culturally and programmatlcally approprlate for. non- and'
i <
llmited Engllsh speakers. Test scores obta1ned on lnstruments
. ® : .
currently in use can vary consxderably based on the congruency be-

A

tween the curr1culum and test content. , ' "

An - alternat1ve to standardized tests is ‘the use of cr1ter10n-

,referenced tests. These |, may potent1ally indicate the extent to

which studentsﬁhaye mastergd their nstructlonal program s ob%ec-‘
tives. - They may serve particulafly well for dlagnostlc and @re-

scriptive information -at the local le el. | _But_ crlterlon;
referenced tests also have limitations. Sparse techn1cal lnforma-

tlon on them is avallable, and how approprlate it is to use them

across projects is questionable. Further, because of the varying

23
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lack of Q1ff1culty of items and objectlves, it “is difficult to

‘ N - compare an achlevement score on one testgﬁo that of another. The

precedxng deslgn and - test1ng 1ssues should be kept in m1nd while.

the evaluator examines the’ program 's characterlstlcs.

4 °

IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR PRACTICE .

Ay

ot

Assesslnngltle VII Program Gains" l'-é a N .

v+ Title VII evaluatloné often: 1ntend to provide 1nformatlon for

use at local, state? and federal policy levels° and they are often

i)

_more -concenned‘.w ' broad accountabllity than w1th program—

specific information.ﬁ In'addltlon, Tltle VII audlences tend to'
_ . N
» o ask for 1nformatlon that can be used to compare students 1n the

3

: program w1th other students. ,Because of accountablllty and com-

«

E ; “ par1son concerns, Tltle VII evaluatlons often rely on the collecﬁ

“ -

tlon and analysis. of puplls' scores on a norm-referenced test.

T

I Thls k;nd of Eest has a. spec1f1c\tpurpose ant measurés certain

. klnds”of goals, and 1ts #e. as the sole measure for Title VII
ST . .
- programievaluations is s&bject to questlon._\ a

A norm—referenced test draws its content from a general gody '

of subject matter.‘ It is designed to give 1nformation Ehat ‘can be

A4 ¢

used. to compare a pupll's performance with the performance of
K
J other puplls assessed on the/\same test. It demonstrates the

_ differences among puplls on the bas1s of their test scores"
1 X . .
_ mgnather‘than showing exactly what they have learned. B

o : ‘ v .
A norm-referenced test can compare pupils because it is used

to place the pupils on!a"scale of performancepfrom highest to low-

x ~ est on the basis of their test scores. Because a norm-referenced

B

v : ) .




'adeguately measuYe a school's Title VII program's particular in-

. tests. A. criterlon-referenced, or-objectlves-based, test fs'not‘
'meaanto rank or compare puplls .on the bas1s of thelr test scores.-
_ Instead,' it is ntended ‘to show how much puplls have learned
~in terms of the specific objectlves of .the .progr m ‘they. are in.-

‘-ThlS kind of test often has a standard o

~ example, a cr1terlon—referenced test mlght not prov1de a base that

o

- \

test raJLs students, it might not accurately show what a Title‘VII'

program has actually accomplished for th's participating pupils.
To rank students on the bas1s of the1r test seores, puplls' scores
must be changed to another kind of score, such as a peq;entlle._

Th1s k1nd of score ~does not show how nuch or how much of
what a’ pupll has learned because the test it comes from mea-,
sures general,goals instead, of specific program objectlves._

A} ) . - . B ° .
Because  a norm-referenced test covers broad goals, it may not
! o . - . M

LA

»

structlonal objectlves.‘ If the valldlty of a test can be chal-

-

bl aad
lenged, ‘then statements about its rellablllty or cons1stency haye

- . hrA . '

llttle meaning. : _ : N

-4

Due to these problems,. cr1terlon—referenced tésts havs'hmen -

proposed instead of, or in | assoc1at;on w1th, rﬂﬁteferenced

-
¢"’. * .
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ormince or cut-off ~

A

score used_ for -making dec1s1ons about the individual pupil's.

learnlng, lndependent of what the other pugjls have leanned. v ~k§fu'

4?

Whale crlterlon—referenced tests are 1ntended to provide spe-

cific performance information about lnd1v1dual puplls, they should-

not be seen as a-cure for all-testldg problems. Some-lssues,must
Stlll be solved in the. development and use. of these tests. For -(,

” b d

caﬂ’be used to inté&gret what pupil achaevemgpt of spec1f1c Objer




.prOgram but do not get it, is difficult. Thus, fo
% - : .
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t1ves actually means. That is, on the basis'of the test scores
'y .

.

3lone, it might be dl'ilcult to judge the educatlonql s1gn1f1cance )

of atgglnlng a set of 1nstructlonal objectlves, to dec;de if. that

attalnment 1s 1mportant or trivial. Methods to overcome this
problem will be covered later 1n tb1s paper.

Norm-referenced tests, beyond any general 11m1tatlons, may be

‘even more limited when used to evaluate educatlonal programs llke

«

Title VII. A norm-referenced test is usually tr1ed out w1th a

natignal sample of students'to see how. well it functlons.‘ These

students are 7called the nornlng sagple because their test -

;éTl * . - " s .
‘scqres are used to 1nterpret tﬁk”scores of other students.v Since

.« s ©

puplls who are e11g1ble for T1tle VII programs d1ffer cons1derabl;ﬂ

from the norm1ng sample, comparing them w1th a natlonal sample is

- not the best way to determlne the quallty of the1r performance.

\

There are other problems in the use of norm-referenced tests-

for @1tle WII program evaluatlons. Title VII evaluatlons usually
try to state what the*program acc0mp11shed for 1ts pupils. . One
way to. make this kind of statement 1s to compare'the performance
of the pup11s in the program with 1dent1cal pupils who d1d not get
the pr0gram.- But, as mentloned earller, ‘establishing this k1nd of-

A Y
~comparison group, cons1st1ng of students who are e11g1ble for the

Title VII

part1c1pat1ng pup11s, the need is for a method of .ob

matlon interpreted in terms of pupil progress compa ed to national.

. student.sﬁgndards. =

evaluations, where ithay only be possible to get information on

ining infor-
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[ ‘The two most frequently used strategles for establlshlng com—
N
parison on the basis of norm—referenced test scores have problems

5
because of the assumptlons they make about T1tle VII pupll learn-

{
1ng. Pro&onents of one approach belleve that pupil learnlng,'

-

rather than‘;elng cumulatlve, will follow'a stralght line. If a
“

pupll's score on the\pretest is known, that pupll's posttest score

~N s

1

can be estlmated. If a pupll sgores h1gher than was estimated on
the posttest, then the program is sa1d to be su¥cessful.- With the?
other approach, the assumptlon lS that if a pupil scores at a cer-
tain level on -the pretest lat apcertaln percentlle, for examplef
" then that pupil will ‘score at’ the same “level unless educated in a

" Title VII program. If puprls score,hlgher onv the posgtest, then ¢ -

the program is presumed to have-beenvbeneficial.

3 e

‘ It is not clear whether the first procedure provides informa—
tion that w1ll make the program 100k” better or worse than it acfu—
ally‘was.. But the second procedure may make the program look as
Cif it accomplished less than it did. - ThlS 'is because puplls-
in programs 11ke Title VII w1ll;hot Fcore the same on pretest
and postttest if they do not get the program. Rathgr, they tend
to fall further and further behind - and ‘score even’lower on the
posttest unless they are prov1ded wlth additlonal 1nstructlon. .86
1f a Title VII program s1mply preserves a pupll's relat1ve stand—
ing from pretest to posttest,. the program may hage been more‘ef—
fective than the scores'would suggest since the pupils did not
fall further behind. P \ . |

Both approaches also assume that norm—referenced tests are

_ accurate for measdrlng the effects of specific 1nstruTtlonal pro-
» ) ‘ . -
-
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grams. This assumption is questionable and suggests the possibil*‘”
ity of using criterion—referenced tests, even though this kind of

test could still be improved. L . o N
| SRR . N ’ . . + : )

To summarize to this point, there arevproblems‘in the use of

ndrm-referenced tests for Title VII evaluatidns ‘and there are dif-
. . _ .

ficulties in setting reasongh;e performance standards for the

\ 1Y
pupils in these programs; so it .is hard to judge the .educational

hsignifiCance of the gains accomplished by a.given program. There- -

fore; there is a need for further work on: (1) the identification
and‘use of tests'that\are accﬁrate for measuringlthe,effectsoof
Title VII programs, and (2) 4setting standards of p&rformancelh
approprlate for students ellglble for‘ahese programs. o o
These problems hlghllght the need for a broader approach to

evaluation that‘uses not onlyvachlevement tests but also: other

- .
*

- techniques such as observations; interviews, questionnaires, -and-

ThlS expanded approach to evaluatlon is necessary not only for the

other informationlthat can be used'to see what the program accom-
plished. These ‘kinds of meﬁsures can be used to provide ‘a back-
ground of 1nformatlon for 1nterpret1ng what the test scores actu-
ally mean,‘whether these tests are norm- or cﬁlterlon-referenced..

»

1nterpretatlon it offers but aiso because of the contrlbutlon it

can make to help determine exactly whlch components of the Tltle

VII program_are most effective. / :

Id

: ' . ‘ ¢
Title VII Program Components and Pupil Performance

From the above, it should be clear that Title VII evaluations

can be improved if 1nformatlon is prov1ded that will help inter-

*

»
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Such eualuations will be col-

pret ‘the meaning ' of pupil scgpres.

?

S , .
. ;//O%Qen decides what ltS progra ill loak like and what it w&ll do
7 4 .

to achieve its obJectives. Because of® variation frébm school to
, A {
. school, it is-difficult t% find out which kinps of instructional ;

X

- »materials and strategies lead to pupil gains. ‘ '
i ‘ J/

‘ - Local school district Title‘ VII programs are not all the

L]
same, Since each program tries to be most beneficial for its par-

':ticularcpupils. Evaluation should therefore help clarifg local
;program 1ntentions and operations,.help operators understand the
’\#program they have\\mplemented,.and whether it lS proceeding on
~ target or needs to be 1mproved. Using a broad set of measures is-

. : appropriate to this kind of ass1stance, if these measures are

selected -or devel d-so that they match the educational objec-"

tives of the local sého l program and flt the setting in which it
'operates. T o s o

”

. * For example, since schools develop ftheir own objectives and

expectations, the accuracy of a norm-re erenced-test for a given
< .

school's“program must'be questioned. It is possible ‘that the test

4

v . used is moré or less appropriate for one, progrdm c0mpared to an-
<

other, and so there are questions about the accuracy of the test
2
scores prov1ded Snd what ‘they meam for the 1nd1v1dual school. If

one schqol s objectives match better w1th what the test measures
than. those of other schools, - this school will poss1bly score

higher-on the basis of this match, no*matter:what takes place in
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8 ' * . ~
1ts classrooms. If ‘a school's objectlves do not match the test

.} -0 .

well, this schoal s test scores would poss1bly be low even though»_

a v
it was benefltﬁﬂé the puplls. - “~‘ o ;"»' 7 e PR
; - Each school plannlng ‘and deéelopln 1ts own LﬂEtructlonal‘ ;" '

. program may rely on a w1de var1ety of mgterlals and'strategles. .
'Therefore, it is important to know how well ; certaln set of in=, | ﬁﬁ;?gf
structlonal pract1ces fits the test useg/as the panclpal means of ;M'fﬁﬁ
evaluatlon \ Schools can &1so differ in how and how much they use . i;:
resource teachers, aides,’ teach1ng ass1stants, and - volunteers.f-: ;< ¥f5

: The\extent to whlch such resourges. can affect program Impact needs: |
to be‘verlfled thelr effect nnot be determ1ned on the ba51s of o ' (

Cen ..

xtest scores, alone. ' , . . }~. : : , o T—
- N ' | r . ' .. .
In short, current evalpatlon practlce makes 1t dlfflcult to 5“'!

determlne the degree of pupll ga1ns and wh1ch partlcular school

-

efforts led to them. 'Evaluation practice must be broadened if we

~

are td jﬁd?e the educéflonal significance of ‘the gains growing 6ue%«.,

'! v:
*of Title VII programs. JNew technlques for describing and docu— ﬁ§?§
‘ ]
ment1ng local school practices must be explored so that we can de-

LS

term1ne which specific Title VII 1nstructlonal features thceed TN

v &

and why. R ' , . . .- ig?
_., No matter which test or kind of test‘1s used for asse s1ng |

— -

Tltle VII pupll outcomes, the flrst ev luat on priority is a care- . : °

ful analysis of the school's Title’'VII currAculum. Th1s 1nforma— ' Co

tion can'hefb“determine the match between the school's curriculum

-,

and the objectives the test measuredL\ From this, over time, de-

scriptions of Tftle VII instructional features and the kinds of

educatlonal ga1ns they lead to can be developed.-
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At the same time, accurate and cost-effective meanslofndocu-

menting or 'describing Title VII instructional practice at the

school and classroom levels should be investigated. By thoroughly

‘describing the total instructional setting, a picture will emerqe.
of the specific school/classroom objectives; how these objectives
were established; instructional materials and practices used;
kinds of students for whom the instruction is most effective; set-
ting: and manner in'which»instruction and assessment take placeﬁ.
extent to which instructional practice was m&ﬂified on the basis
of ongoing use of assessment information; kinds of modifications
they led to; and'manner'and extent of use of huhan and material
resources.' In turn, identification cf successful andiunsuccessful
T1t1e VII program operation w111 be enhanced. ‘ . '

Given the previously described problems ith norm—referenced
',tests, use of such tests should be‘subject c further investiga-
tion.' Should a norm-referenced test be used, it shculd be accu-
rately estab11shed how well it fits w1th the 1nstruct10na1 objec-
‘tives and practices of the program evaluated. Scores obta;ned
would then be interpreted’invterms dﬁ how well the test‘measures
the individual school's objectives. - % ' 0

Because a norm—referenced test is 1ntended to show the.total
plcture, it might best be used on some sampllng ba51s. Thatlis,
not every Title VII pupll needs.to be tested on a norm—referenced
test for the broader picturelto emerge. Sampling'is attractive in
" that it w111 reduce ‘the burden of test1ng time. It will aiso pnb-
vide a "background for comparlson that will enhance possible Title

a

VII use of cr1ter10n-referenced tests, which will assess spe-
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cific instructional'objectives instead of the broag\program fea-
tures. » | |

A godd.criterion-referenced test should be tied in to a spe-
cific set of educational objectives. As with norm-referenced
tests, the fit between the criterionfreferenced test and the pro-
gram's objettives and-instructional practices must-be determined.
This fit, incidentally, may invblVe not iny cpanging the test,"
" but also restating school-level objéctives where necessary.

Over time, ﬁhese criterion-refefenced tests shOula provide a
more precise picture of pupil achievementrin terms of specific
instructional objectives rather than broad educational goals. A
norm-referenced test} however, might continue to provide'part'of
the information,/especi;lly that which lbdkg\at»the program as a

. N
whole, with a criterion-referenced test pzoviding information;':
about the »Specific components and objecgivgs ‘of the school 6r‘
project. |

Since some audiences will continue to asﬁ'ﬁor.ways to inter-
pret criterion-réferehcéd’t;st scéresvso that they provide some
normative or comparison basis, it may beang;£25ary to devise meth-
ods of equating criterion-referenced scores with norm;referenced
scores. With this kind of strategy, norm-referenced and
criterion-referenced: scores are ‘part of _the overall evaluation
effort; and‘since two kinds of pupil scores will,be'available( the
possibility of more meaningful ‘assessment is inc;eased.  This ‘-
;echnique helps overcome the'problem of interpretihé the mean%ng

of criterion—referenced'test scores mentioned earlier.
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. AY .
The strategies suggested above can reduce the amount of

testing‘in Title VII schoOlS while increasing its‘*decision-making
@alué‘ for different audience levels, and,‘ conséduently, a more
accurate demonstration of the impact of the program on the partic-
ipating ggpils. |

In Baker et al., 1980,lprocedures were descrioeo by which
project staff can examine/select.norm-referenced tests in terms of
their technical properties and their matcb'with'ghefprOgraﬁ's ob-
jectives.= The paper also discusses procedures foradevelopihg/

selecting criterion-referenced tests.

-

Descrlblggithe ‘Program that Led to the Gains

In the procedures.descrlbed above, information' on what stu4
dents actually‘receiged in the program must be collected so that
statements can be made about.what parts of the program led to
whlch outcomes. A documentation system is needed ‘that will pro-
vide valld and reliable lnformat&on about program lmplementatlon.
The three basic approaches to documentation consist of information

gathered -directly from program participants, examination of pro-

gram records, and observation. Information gathered-f&om program

partlclpants can con51st of staff reports, questionnaires, and 1n-
terviews. Examination of records can COnSISt e1ther of record-

keeping’systems.designed specifically for the program's documenta-

tion or they can consist of recotds that naturally evolve during

the life of the ‘program. Observations, which can be informal or

systematic, usually take the form of checklists, coded reports, or

)

delayed reports.

#
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These kinds‘of documentation{procedures, in conjonction with
accurate assessment of pupil performance, should lead to Title VII
'%program evaluations, wh1ch offer an accurate plcture of the pro-
gram s ach1evement, the educatlonal s1gn1ficance of that ach1eve—
ment, and the particular program components‘ contributlng to
.achievement. This approach obviously relies upon the use of mul-_
tiple measures and data-gatherlng techniques that let us assemble
converging data. To the extent that it .is appropriate and
feasihle, ‘a combination of interviews} records, and observa-
tions can be used to generate information that supports or qualih
fies the pacture of the program gaxned by each*s1ngle approach.

Elsewhere (Burry, 1981), I have described the pros and cons
Aof each of the above technlques, how they tie in with the larger
- evaluation effort, and the program s1tuat10ns in wh1ch one tech-
nique is more appropriate than another. I also offer some tips

for des1gning, constructlng, and testlng each of the.documentation

techniques.

a

Selecting an Approprlate 'Evaluation DesJ.gn1
and Analys1s Technique

An evaluation design describes from whom evaluation in-
formation will be collected, with what ~measoring device, and_

at what times in “the life of the program. _ When an evabﬁator

plans a design, he or she has to dec1de on: (1) groups or un1ts

from whom information will be collected, (2). measurement instru-~
o~ ' .

P a

IThe suggestions for design are adapted from .a workshop (Winters
et al., 1980) dealing with the planning, des1gn, and conduct
of an active pilingual program evaluatlon.
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" ments to be used{ (3) times when-instruments will be administered,
and (4) appropriate procedures for analyzing data.
’ Evaluation A design is a maflagement tool for ordanizing
data collection activities. The design specifies the questions to-
be answered by the evaluation as well as the information that-best
addresses these questions and incorporates techniques to make this
information as credible as possible, given constraint -imposed by
setting or time. *Design“ does not»only refer'tqythe statis-
tics used for data analysis, although'data analysis procedures do
affect-the credibility of evaluation results. Rather,'design.is'a
term for ‘all the//organifing activities .related to information
gathering: asking‘the right,questions, identifying the informa-
- tion - that will answer them,mselecting or developing appropriate.
instruments, and applying appropriate data analysis proceduresj-
.Part of the analys1s consists of interpreting the 1nformation,‘
-<:\_draw1ng concluSions, ahq\:sking recommendations. The evaluation
design/should pay attentioW to the political context in which the
program operates, the theories and assumptions of the program par-
ticipants, and the program itself. It is essential to know what
&X , kinds»offdata‘gathering activities, from observation and inter-
:v1ews through achievement tests, will yield 1nformation most rele~
vant to the gquestions guiding an evaluation. Also necessary for
the credibility of the evafuation is a familiarity with alterna-
_tive data analysis procedures-and the inferences.they support.
The need for credible information arises in several kinds of

,*bilingual evaluations. As mentioned earlier, decision makers may

be interested in prégram context, inputs, implementation, or out-

N

-
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‘ ~
comes « The courts may be concerned with whether the program pro-

z /motes effective part1c1patlon in the educatlonal process. .Funding

~

agencies need reliable data related to funds allocation (program
inputs), program ihstallation (implementation), and student

achievement (outcomes). School administrators are concerned with

student achievement and effective allocation of educational
\\kresources.' Project staff, in addition to having the above con-

cerns, also need information for use in on-going .program improﬁe—-'
ment: Parents, whose participation is required.-in the planning

~and implementation of bilingual programs, are concerned with stu-

dent outcomes and the school environment.

Each of the four evaluation concerns--context, input, imple-.
mentation; and outcomes--generates different sets of questlons to:
gu1de the evaluation. If decLSLon—makers need 1nformatlon about
program context, they may have some offthe following questiOns in

mind:

-

1. Why was the program installed?
2. mﬁﬁé is interested in the program and why?

B. What are staff and commmunity' attitudes toward  the
~ program? - : ' "
. 4. What bilingual educatlon theories guide the program, and
do staff members concur in thelr theorles?

These‘questlons get at the "climate" in whlch the program is oper-

ating, posslble conf11ct1ng 1nterests in program results, and rel- -

A

evant conditions ex1st1ng prlor to program 1mp1ementatlon.
Funding 'agencles, administrators, and project staff often.
want to know about the quality and quantity of program inputs in

order to assess .the level of program implementation or the rela-

(A
TG
&
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tionship of these‘inputs to program'outcomes, Some input gues-=
tions are: | : .

1. Which languageS<are spoken by stuoents and how_qeil?

2. What is the home language used by students? ]

3. How many bilingual/ESL teachers are available, and what 3
is their competence to teach in bilingual programs? e

4, What kinds of materials are used?

5. How much money is spent on salaries, materials, aides,
etc.? ' g , .

aﬁese questions deal with.the;kigas and amounts of resources used

in the program. e ., o LR )
Program implementation is of special concern to the evalu—

ator. One must know that the program reallyuexists, what ‘its

goals are, and what it looks like before data collection can be

- Program implementation data are also very useful for

planned. O

sybstantiating theories of bilingual instruction,‘assessing_future

program needs, and examining the relationship between program par-

ticipation and student achievement. Implementation evaluation fo-

cuses on such questions as:
’ 1. 1Is there a«bilingual program in operation?
2. What are‘its major features? .
’f3..'How much:time,is being‘spent in various actiVities?_
4. What are teachers'-preferred teaching styles? |
5. How are materials‘being used? | |
6. What are the'patterns of teacher-student language use? .
7. Is the program complying with legal guidelines?

8. Does the program 1eed to be.improV§ﬂ and, if so, how?
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‘A final evaluation focus is on progra‘l outcome“s~\-summative j

7 3
evaluation.” This perspective, as I mentioned earlier, is perhaps

the most familiar and certainly tﬁe one that-often comes to mind
, o Y,
when you think of "evaluation."™ The focal pojint of outcomes eval-

uation is en student achlevement.‘ As seen earller, federal regu- ¢

~——

lations requlre student achlevement data. Evaluators, then, may
- vbe requested to provide 1nformatlon about: ) :
1. How well the program promotes student achlevement vis-
a-vis a norm group. .

2., How students in the program compare to those in a similar
blllngual program. = . : , -

.

3. How students compare to students receiving no spec1alj
: bilingual instruction.

4. The pattern of_student achfévement over, time. . .
_ To sunmarize}.bilingual_evaluators needrdesigns that provide
credible information for agwide range o% questions. A variety of
information‘should be gatheredvin b'linguaiipropram evaluations
Jg o because there are many d1verse aud1ences with 1nterests in pro-
o o gram processes and outcomes. There‘tﬁkllttle basellne information-
avallable for decision makers to know what the program should be o
when fully lmplemented, wwgt deSLrable and normal patterns of lan-~
guage- growth in the native language and Engllsh 'should be, and
' ( : what 1nstructlonal strategles and mater1als are most’ pos1t1velyv
_ associated w1th°des1red student outcomes. In addltlon, d;fferent 
aud&ences have different information needs. The bilingual program e

evaluator, therefore, must provzfe'a variety of background, de- . _
\ ; . . ‘ _ _

scriptive, process, and outcome

b

information to augment subsequent‘ . "(:
_program planning and SValuation efforts. \

1

’
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f
o leferences between b111ngual/and monollngual evaluations and

the threats to.information validity posed by sample, 1nstrumentsp

-

» and extraneous factors in blllngual sett1ngs mlght suggest that it

h‘ is 1mposs1ble to. conduct a cred1ble b111ngual evaluatlon. ‘But *\

there are three powerful concepts that help counter many threats
to validity. These concepts are. comparlson, controlled ass19?-
ment, and multiple designs. S : I "§
Comparison. One way to avoid many of the threats to‘valldlty
is to/gather data for making comparlsons between the program group
and some external standard. The notion gf comparlson is powerful
and deals with the threats to validity contained in sample,
instrumentation, and extraneous,factors. ‘ | L o
Under ideal circumstances, ‘the evaluator would‘find a group
of studerits who were alike in all relevant educational character- )
.1st1cs, such,as ab111t1es andgﬁarental and home character1st1cs,
ss19n a sample to a special program, or'“treatment, whxle other
samples would continue in the regular educational program.- For "
example, “the group under study ma; part1c1pate in a new program
designed to 1mprove read1ng comprehenSxon. Qther tha&ypartlclpa-
txon 1n the new reading program, everythlng about the two groups
. : 4
would be the same. - : , ' o ‘ ; Yo
v The evaluator m1ght ask if students in the read1ng progrdﬁ*
show greater growth in read1ng comprehens10n than students in the

regular program. To answer this questlon,.the evaluator might

giVe both'groups a read1ng comprehen31on.test at the beginning of

L3

. the zear'and'then administer the test again at the yearfs end.  If

: * . : . . :
. the control students' scores average 23 on the pretest and 29 on

T 0. R B
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the posttest, and the reading program students' scores went from

23 to 40 on the postteSt, the differences in scores between the

S
two groups would be evidence for the readin§ program's value.

e

It is, however, never poss1ble to find idengical groups of

studentsl who differ only yith 'respect. to” a single educational v

treatment. Yet if judgments about the relative performances of

two groups are to be fa?r, the groups must bé as similar ‘as pOSSl—

ble. - One way to enhance-the cOmparability of the groups - is vra

! %,

controlled ass1gnment.'

Controlled assignment. Since. evaluators cannot really find'

_ groups w1th identi characteristics, they may use randOm assign—.

ment to ensure that b th groups have s1milar characteristics and

resemble[ with only chance variations, the general divers1ty com-

-

monly occurring in the.population they represent. The notion be-

hind random assignment is that any member of-the population (suchv

as second graders in a particular school) hds an equal chance to

be selected for one of the groups (either the control or the

, ] : . ‘ '
treatment group). : f“/ RS *

Randomization in a school setting is not easily 'achieved._-

StudentS'areQnot d{dinarily assigned to classrooms randomly. _Even"

h4
within classrooms, they may be ass1gngd/to specialhtreatments on

the basis of need rather than randomization. The situation is

further complicated in 1nost bilingual programs if all: studénts
eligible for the program‘must be served, effectively precluding

use of a control or comparison group.
Pa
But the notion of controlled ass1gnment does address " the
' probldp of'ﬁinding an appropriate comparison group for the evalua—

v N

<
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5 v
b tion, If the process by which groups are formed is known, for
example, then ahtégg,differences between the groups can be- con-
: trolled or explained here the evaluator can’ use naturally occur—'
ring equivalent groups for- comparison. An example of naturall§
.occurring equivalent cpntrol groups is a.comaarison between_stu—
dents enrolled in a bilingual.program in one school and students
’enrolled'inoa similar biringual program in another scﬁool in the ,
‘same districtv(note'that‘the similaritf addresses‘both studentsf
and Ytheir program).  Or,” "you might £ind an '"equivalent" com-
parison group b§ locating another classroom in another schboi%or
district whose students have the same,language proficiency levels,
- native language baQFground, andy socio—economic status as, those
enrolled i:\the bilingual program. Randomization, matching, and

L&

selection of comparison groups on the basis of a cutting score are-
4

all inst!hces of controlled assignment. Any controlled aSSignment
procedure can - be applied to dif/erent kinds of groups, to. stu-
dents, to classrooms (without regard to how the students’ in them
got thére), to schools, or tordiStricts; If the process:by which
the comparison groups were formed is knoun,‘and the potential\gys—°-
tematic differences between' them are documented. (using the
kinds of-procedures mentioned earlier), you will be able to reach

fairly-good conclusfbns about student achievemerit based on these.
comparisons.' ‘ ‘ 4 o ) e
l ' . . 4

Multiple designs. The third concept for/}mprovement of de-

sign is the u&e of multiple deSIQHS.‘ The information needs of bi-
lingual pr grams are extenSive and they require several kinds of

information "that probably\sannogmﬁé-addressed‘in any Single de-

e

-
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signf Since deSign refers to, preselected units of observation
measures, the timeline for data collection and data anal-
ysis plans, it1 is unLikely. that any one particular .combina—
tion of timelin%, sample, instruments, and analysis would be;apf'
propriate for answering several different evaluation questions.
For example, the evaluation design for gathering information on
e the question, "Is the program being implemented as planned?" Will

)

differ from one that asks "How well are.students-who learn to read
in their native language doing when compared to those i:structed:
only in English?" In the first instance, it‘,ill be necessary to
get. observation and questionnaire data about teachers collected at_
ffrequent intervals. The data analys1s will cons1st, in part, in
matching what was discovered’happening in the program to the offi—
cial course description as . stated in the funding proposal and/or_
J ourse of study. Needed for the second question, which may be
, R asked during the same evaluation, will be achievement test.data_on
English reading and reading in the‘native language as well'as some‘
of the descriptiwe information described above.. These data will
probably be collected at the beginning and end of the/jézr from
students enrolled in the bilingual program as well. as NEP/LEP stu-
/f - dents not_receiving reading instruction in their native languages.

Data will be analyzed by testing for.significant differences be-

tween group scores on'the'posttest. p : R

)

‘Several data collection plans‘can'be incorporated into the
> -

evaluation, each chosen to collect information from- a particular

. | group by a particular method at a specified time.. Somewof "these

. ’

designs may inc}ude random assignment within the program -in order
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 to answer research qﬁgstlons. Other designs will involve neither
/ Jo. kT

.o comparlson nor controlled assxgnment because they .are 1ntended to

gather information to be{used only within the‘conflnes of the par-

-

-~ ticular program.
| "In planning the-evaluation, one-mustéconsider what wiil/be
sted aboutfthe program, Will‘comparisons3need to be made between
. program studéhtsveand students not in a{ bilingual 'classroom?
c Between“program students and a norm group? Must the' trend of’lan-
guage acquisition be shown or the parts of the program contrlbut-

ing to «student ach1evement be 1dent1f1ed? Is it necessary to know

how people feel about the program and why? Each of these “informa-

LY

tion requlrements leads to d1fferent statlstlcal analysxs proce-

dures. '

3

Generally, both descr1pt1ve and 1nferent1al statlstlcs should

be reported. Both 1nstruments*and the klnds of data they provided

’ should be described before making judgments about program effects.
N »
~ This. prellmlnary data;analy51s Wlll lnclude 1nstrument stat1st1cs

such as inter-rater, rellablllty for all constructed response mea-

’

sures, internal conSLStency, and: pe?haps test-retest (pre- and

post) reliability for achlevement tests, decision or classifica=-

i P

tlon consistency for cr1ter10n-referenced measures, 1tem d1ff1cul-
ties, as well as group m%ans and standard deviatibdns. ‘vf .
o In addltron to descrlptlve statlstlcs about your 1nstruments,
L " you will want €6 provide 1ntercorre1atlons amon; dependent var1a-

\’ i
bles as’ an indication of the1r similarities and differences. ‘You
will also’ examlne all the data collected in order to answer ‘the
follow1ng. N
Q * ~ . ’ )
ERIC 3

L 4
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1. what general patterns emerge that can be examlned W1th
. N 1nferent1al statistics? _ :
2.’.Are there m1SS1ng data, unusual frequency hlstrlbutlons,

small sample ‘sized, or restricted variande that will

affect” the 1nterpretatlon of evaluatlon results? . 2
- - 3. Do the data to be used for making Lnferences meet the'
. ' » requirements for 1nferent1al stat1st1cs?

- .
o

Decidlng‘on which kind(s) of stat1st1cal analysis technique

to use 1s often Seen as an- overwhelmlng problem—-beyond the scope R

of the project staff. 'Perhaps th1s is- beiguse of the esoteric -’
language often used in dlSCUSSIOn of statlstlcs.‘ I'm not saylng R
that stat1st1cal analysis is easy, but 1t need not be bothersome.

If project staff do not have expertlse 1n statlstlcal analys1s,

then they should look for expert help.' If they'do look for expert

help, then it 1s critical_that the staff have some, background 1n-'

‘¢  the use of stat1st1cs 'so that they w1ll know the rlght ques-

. _ tions to,ask of themexpert,vto\assure the most approprlate stat1s—
s

‘tical analysis, given the7ind1v1dual>project,_lts constraints, and

.

1ts 1nformatlon needs.

)

_ The selectlon of an approprlate statlstlcal technlque ‘is gov=-
erned by:. (1) the data the project is able to collect, and (2)

‘the var1ables they are’ examlnlng.

-
?

*59" A project can normally collect three k1nds of data. nominal,
»ordinal, or interval. Nom1nal data means the 1nformatlon names_
somethlng--rt doesn' t measure, it @nly glves names. The 1nforma-
tion is claqflfled inte categorles with no necessary relatlonshlp;
between those categorles. For example, we might say that a class-

room appears to have Some happy versus unhappy ch11dre§

. ! Cz} . \.-- ,

2 -




-,wards, for example, from ord1nal to 1nterval. S ‘ ¢
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.

Ordinal data means the information has been ordered according
to rank, with a categorlzatlon of these thlngs in terms of more

than or leas than. ' For example, we mlght have a measure

“that rank—orders degrees of student self—esteem.

Interval data not only tell the order of things, but also

tell the interval or difference between the judgments. For exam-

ple,,if one pupil scores 87 and another scores 77, the first stu-

dent has not only performed better,vbut has alsofscored better'by»
10 points; Rating scaies and achrevement tests are examples of
devices' that give lnterval data. '

Data from one scale can, lf'necessary, be‘converted down~-
wards.o That is, interval dd@a can be legltlmately converted to
ordinal or nomlnal. Data, however, shouId not be converted up-

An evaluation-might cover any of the following»variables:
independent, dependent, or moderator, An_independent variable is
the stimulus variable or jnput.' It’is'the'thingvthat is examined
to see its relation’to something (e. g., a test score) that we

observe. Program and educational interventions  are examples of

independent variables.

4
‘A dependent var1able is the response var1ab1e or output._.It

must be observed and measured to find the effect, or the accom—

pllshments, "of the 1ndependent var1able 'such as a program compo— B

L4
nent.. Student performance onﬁan ach1evement test is an. example of -

-

a dependent var1ab1e.

A moderator variable is a special kind of independent-varia—t

ble that may modify the relationship between the independent and

~
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dependent variables. Student socio-economic status' is an example

of a possible moderator variables (For statistical purposes, mod-.

erator variablks should be considered to be independent vari-
ables.) > T |
Statistical analyses can he parametric or"nonparametric.
Parametric analyses, in short,vmake certain assnmptions about the
data and makevstrict demands."For-example,'use of a parametric
L

technique. might be hased on the

were drawn from a normally distributed population, that'is, the

Yo

) normal, bell-shaped curve, or that both sets of scores were drawn

from a population haVing the same variance, that l‘S, the same

¥
spread of scores. Using a parametric technique assumes the exis-

: tence of . interval data. Nonpataggtfic techniques, on the othdr

* hand, do not require that data be normally distributed or that the -

-ln
sample variancfs be ‘equal.

Frequently used parametric techniques include _the t-Test,

parametric correlation (Pearson product-moment), and analysis of

variance. Frequently used nonparametric techniques, corresponding'

in use to the three parametric techniques mentioned -above, are the

Mann—Whitney' U-Test (a kindﬂ of nonparametric t-Test); Spearhan
rank—order correlation, and Chi square. |

These kinds _of tests are intended to show the statistical
significance of somethihg; for example, the difference between a

pre- and.a post-measure of a program'component. They show whether

the differences seem to be the result of chance or whether they

are more likely to be the resnlt of the program. ‘The greater the

\ .

,, o (

o
)

ssumption that student scores

.
L4
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level of statistical significanc;i the more likely it is that the

differences are the result of the progfém.

Selection of the appropriate statistical technique will de-

pend on the kind (nominal, ordinal, interval) and number of depen-
dent variables we have and the kind and number_of ‘independent var-
iables. Qince the mix of veriables end kind of dafa somegimes in-
dicates odly .one appropriate technigue, and sometimes offers
~alternatives to select from, decisions abodt the whys'and where-
fores of analyses should involve discussion between staff and

. |
. evaluator. T

W

The Range of Des1gps2 o B | ' T -,

Figure 1 lists a ser1es/of possible evaluatipn designs, the
kinds of comparative data they generate, and the requirements that
cut, across designs. Figuré”Z shows the kinds of threats to valid-

ity for which each design is 1ntended to compensate.

‘Designs Recommended for Bilingual Programs

The following ere some suggested designs suitable for gather-

ing information related to the major qguestions most often ad-.

dressed in'bilingual evaluation. By'examfning the strengths”and

weaknesses of these deslgns as theyiref\ge to the particular eval-

uatlon concerns at hand,_they can be adapted. and/or comblned as

needed.

»
. - —~

2yse. of these designs is amplified in Winters _ét al.,

1980. L - | ‘ 7

N
_CQ
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L Figure 1 .
) \ REQUIREMENTS OF TYPICAL szsmius L
Design : ' Comparative Data Obtained
éretest/Posttest Control Group Equivalent Grdup
:Posttest—Oniy Control Group . Eéuivalent Group .

’ . Single Cohort Comparison | Equivalenf Group ‘
¢ Mu;;iglewCQhort'CpmpariSon ! .ﬁquivaleht Group  _~r P\;.
Ng?gqhivalent Cortrol Group : Nonequivalent Grohp
"RegressiOn biscontinuity - Nongguiva;ent Grorp ‘

e ' Regriession Projection - ' Nonequivalent Grou§ B
e ' Normed 2rér;st/PosttesF.‘.' - ' N§tiona1 Norm Grbﬁ§\§
N?%mevaretest; Local .‘ National Norm‘Group
.Pretest/Posttest o . : -
¢ "Minimum.Competency : ' ;i Prespecified'Achievement .
: ' Standard'
;Hg‘Tihe Series/Longitudinal - ' Withen GrQup’
\‘Multiple Time Series - ’ Withen' Group - ‘ R
Exposure to Treatment , Program to Itself
' Requirements for all Models: | SR S J
1. Theory/knowledge of deVelopmental rate of sk111 being -
examined. ,
2. Evidence that the program existed. )
. 3. - Descrlptlon of program and sample "mortallty w1th reasons, 1f ’
° 90881b1e. , : .

4. Documentatlon of act1v1t1es that may produce compet;ng .

,é\\ <<explanatlons of results.

5. Valid and reliable 1nstrum5nts.”
. 4 .

6. Explicit'criteria.by which program "success" will bebjudged.
: . _

@
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-
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Figure 2

\/ S ﬁELATIVE ADVANTAGES OF EVALUATION DESIGNS |
r ('Ihreats to Validity Oountered by Design)

l : : Sample - K ' Inst?muematim‘ \ | Extraneous A
- : -] S “Admin. | Concurrent|Hawthorne
’ v Selection | Maturity | Mortality | Validity | Reliability | Procedures - Proérams Effects
Pretest/Posttest , : - | _ — | B — - _
Control Group : S .
Posttest Only
| Control Group ‘ ‘ _ ‘ |
Single Cohort - N 7 | ‘ — — —
Oouparison ' ~ - o N ‘ _ S .
; rison . _ : E o . . L
Nonequivalent ( ' R | . E - — 4
| Control Group : ‘ S .
Regression ' S o) < T SN IR . — —
Discontinuity . ‘ - L S . S 4
'|Regression : N - T
PrOjeCtion . ‘ ' . = 7 . B c . N B
Normed Pretest, . T . - , - —=
| ‘Posttest - ‘ N _
[Normed Pretest, . ‘ . o _ .
' Iocal Pretest/Posttest _ : T\ . . |
Minimum Competency ) ~ ' 1 }

. {Time Series/ ‘ ’
Longitudinal ! ’ , ) - | .
Multiple Time : ’ : I T I —
| Series
Exposure to } |
@™eatment - I . o , _ .

-

(' ‘a . ‘ g ' o N (.“
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The four design types suggested for bilingual programs are
summarized in Figure 3. Each type was selected to address a dif-
ferent, but frequently encountered, bilingual evaluation purpose.

~ The designs are presented in order of,utility, from general to

.

specific. - The most general-purpose designs are the time—series/

londitudinal for investigating program outcomes. The”exposure—‘

>

to-treatment design is Widely applicable for formative _evalua—
N
tions. Accountability designs, for reporting information about_ SR

student achievement, either in terms of local ‘program obJectives;

RS

'or national norms (when required), are also presented.

For each design, the figure also specifies the comparison im-.

~plied by the design as well as the requirements that need to: be'

&gt if the des1gn is to be used. | T - o ' ‘f o .

1]

. CONCLUSION ' . . = e

‘AS evaluators of bilingual programs begin to plan, they must )
.o , . , | - .
consider the various agencies—-federal, state, afld local--who di-

rect the program. The legitimate_differences.that'exist ‘among
programs make.it inappropriate to apply one set of design or test
criteriEZto all bilingual programs. The evaluator must consider

~

the particular needs of, the program evaluated, recognize the. in—

‘_herent difficulties in design and testing, and plan ‘an evaluationv

‘appropriate to the program and feaSible yithin its constraints.'
It is critical that the goals and objectives of a'bilingual

education program be made explicit SO that valid criteria for de~-

termining program success or failure can be established. The goal

P
. .\}
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~ Figure 3

- ' RECOMMENDED DESIGNS FOR BILINGUAL PROGRAMS o
Evaluation Purpose ' Design' | Impl ied Comparison . Reqﬁiréments of the Des'iL
All-pu design to prdvide Time Series'./ ' Within group or age/ 1. Way to traoe/docunent departure of
gation of program de- ' Longitudinal grade cohorts students from bilingual or comparison
 velopment, implementation, and — - . o groups to explain "mortality."” -
student achievement over time. , - ' : * : 2 y th ige ‘
) . Tests/instruments that v cnnpar
‘ : : . S o able data over time, gr? same test
Fa o v . ' : | with many levels and alternate forms,

observat on scales that remain the same

-across thehgeriod of the program evalu-

ation, or hly correlated _
Identi 1ng program strengths ‘Exposure to Parts of the program - Identified theory of what variables oon
and weaknesses 1n relation | Treatment with each other I tribute to bili student. achievemen
to student achievement. - B '
: 2. Achievement- instruments that measure
u progran goals.
\

qualities of program lementation
such as time on task, amount of curric—
ulum oovered, etc.

B

Accountabilit to school o Minimum ooiripetenc respecified min- 1. Basic skill/%nmimal oonpetencies that
or district ministration. = Y J.maf performance stan- bilingual students are responsible for

, _ : ' . dard and/or to students . oonpleting.
. . - _ . - in district outside the
. - , bilingual program. 2. Reliable and valid min1ma1 oompetency
- | . _ o | - test. _ N ;
P - - o - _ - 3. Defensible minimal competency standard
/9/' S _ . of exoellenoe. S
., i ) ) AL _,’_ : T i
t1ng required norm- ' Normed-fetest, 'National norm group. R 1. Norm—referenced mstrunent ropriate‘ x
lE)Qreno::ed test data for Local pretest/ ’ - Other students ﬁgng . for measuring bilingual progq.rgn goals. !
T1t1e VII programs. | posttest . local pretest and ‘

. ’ N i
v . .

posttest. 2. Reliable.and valid local’ criterion—~‘

| teferenced test that matches program
. | . - : , goals.

, , 3. (Optional) l‘.ocal norms for oriterion—
, : . . . - . referenced test.
v v . . . L . A0
» f ° . ' ,v ' . N . .' . ' N ) . . b N
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3, Data gathering techniques that identify‘
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statements shoyld include outcomes beyond those specifically con-

student achievement.

1
Evaluators working in a biiingual,setting must also become

familiar with a variety of program features'frequently absent in a

unilingual setting. They must also bulld 1nto the evaluatlon plan'-

2

‘a.variety of formative tasks. These tasks should 1nclude examina-

‘tlon of program 1mp1ementat10n to sugg#st areas -of program im=.

provement and careful documentatloq,
)

and their relatlonshlps. Evaluators must also attempt to rmprove

the1r summatlve evaluatlon act1v1t1es, . for example,'ln their esti-

mations of Wthh program features contrlbate to program outcomes.

VoA

Evaluators of b111ngua1 programs must ensure that the appro-

priate program features or variables are ‘selected for eyaluatlop.“

*The evaf%ation[itself—-design; measures, analyses, and reporting--

;.

should be technically sound, acceptable under ‘existing' regula-

b i ’ . L - R .
tions, and sensitive to the needs and constraints of the program
under examination. : | o o .

These aims can be fac111tated by- reViewing'the operant reg-

ulatlons, examlnlng the program plan or descrlptlon .0of the program

(if such a plan or description exists): determ1n1ng (in consulta-

tlons with program part1c1pants) which features of the program.

need to be evaluated dec1d1ng upon the means to _evaluate these

vfeatures, selectlng methods to ensure ong01ng documentatlon of .
their 1mp1ementatlon, relationships, and cumulatlve effects; and .

. . Y et ' . _ s . .
considering appropriate means of reporting evaluatlon.lnformatlonv

to various audiences.’

the 1mp1emented features-
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Evaluatiom\planning will be more feasible and effective the

.Y

earlier the evaluator is involved in" the program. If'possible,
evaluator involvement should ﬂoccur bcfore program implementa- iA
ltion so that the evaluatiotn plan 1s an integral part of the pro-"‘
gram s operation. The kind of evaluation planning described here
also relies upon‘a program plan or description. Y Such program de—
scriptions may not provide sufficient information to permit ade-
L quate evaluation pY¥anning w1thout discuss10ns ‘with program staff e

to elaborate 1ntentions, achievement_strategies, ‘means of imple-

‘ment. tion, and expected outcifg\. In short,~the kind of evalua-
d

"n planned w111 be influenc by the time at which the evaluator .

(44

enters . thé program and the existence of observable and measurable

program processes and outcomes. - -

How smoothly.a bilingual program's evaluation is managed de-'7”

pends on the care devoted to its planning. Information use w111 o
be - enhanced to the extent that 1t is reported ‘quickly to the ap-
propriate decision makers. ‘

Bilingual education programs are extremely gomplex and ad-

dress’ a great variety of. needs and methods. Evaluation should

prov1de greater documentation of bilingual programs in terms of "v*/
’ v their intentions ‘and their implementation. It must clarify ex—‘

actly what a particular program is to accomplish and how the pro-

N gram intends to meet its goals. Tests and other’ measures must be -
selected according to. “technical properties and relevance 'to'

the,individual bilingual program. Test results should be inter--.f

q

preted in light of the programls ob]ectives. In evaluation de-

4

signy variables must be specified and controlled. Desygn features_
B Lo i . a a./:\\ . R e, .

» | I' . | ‘ . ' ,9 to. ‘ '\
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should allow for information to improve the program (formative

-y

evaluatlon) and to show program effect - (summatlve eﬁaluatlon)

'.These procedures, if . lmplemented at the level of the local’
xproject, will lead to more useful evaluatlonsr Over t1meh_tney

shoﬁld lead to an evaluatlon strategy con51st1ng of: (12 informa#_

. tlon on pupil performance before entering the program, (2) infor-
mation on how much 1nstructlon they rece1ved :; the program, the

- manner ln thCh they recelved 1t, and the context in whlcq rt’zas
'proVLded, and (3) 1nformation on pupil performance after the pro-"
v‘gram. Galnsrat the end of~t;2ﬁ§r0gram could then be attrlbuted to

_instruction of a certain kin
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